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PER CURI AM

Mel vin Wayne Bl ankenship seeks to appeal the district
court’s order denying relief on his 28 US C § 2254 (2000)
petition. The district court granted a certificate of
appeal ability on the three i ssues rai sed by Bl ankenshi p on appeal :
(1) whether the prosecution w thheld excul patory evidence rel ating
to statenents by Commonweal th w tness, Kevin Cooke; (2) whether
counsel was ineffective for not disclosing a conflict of interest;
and (3) whether the district court erred in refusing to sever the
trial of Blankenship and his brother.

This Court reviews de novo the district court’s denial of

habeas relief based on a state court record. Bell v. Qznmint, 332

F.3d 229, 233 (4th Gr. 2003), cert. denied, @ US _ , 124 S. .

1155 (2004). Once a certificate of appealability has issued

habeas corpus relief nmay be granted under 8§ 2254 only if a state
court’s decision on the nerits of a claim for post-conviction
relief “was contrary to, or involved an unreasonabl e application
of, clearly established Federal law,” 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254(d)(1), or
“an unreasonable determnation of the facts in light of the
evidence presented in the State court proceeding,” 28 U S. C

§ 2254(d)(2); Wlliams v. Taylor, 529 US. 362, 412-13 (2000)

(di scussing 8§ 2254(d)(1)); Wlson v. OGznmint, 352 F.3d 847, 855 (4th

Cr. 2003), anended on other grounds by 357 F.3d 461 (4th GCrr.

2004), and petition for cert. filed, Apr. 15, 2004 (No. 03-9909).




We have independently reviewed the record in light of
Bl ankenshi p’s clains and conclude that the district court did not
err in denying habeas relief. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnent
of the district court. While we grant Bl ankenship’s notion for an
extension of tine to file a reply brief, we deny his notion to
appoi nt counsel. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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